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µ/LYLQJLQVKDWWHUHGJXLVH¶ 
Doubling in &KLOGH+DUROG¶V3LOJULPDJHCanto III 
 
DANIEL WESTWOOD 
 
Abstract 
This article explores how Canto III of &KLOGH+DUROG¶V3LOJULPDJH stages a process of 
self-division. Centring on the depiction of Napoleon and Wordsworth as doubles for 
Byron as poet, it suggests that the poem crafts doubles that deliberately fail to correlate 
ZLWK %\URQ¶V VHOI FRQVFLRXVO\ XQGHUPLQLQJ DQ DIIHFWHG PRYHPHQW WRZDUGV VHOI-
transcendence. In doing so it argues IRUDUHDVVHVVPHQWRI%\URQ¶VXse of the figure of 
the double, proposing that the poem offers ambivalent and fractured doublings inflected 
E\%\URQ¶VGHVLUHWRSUHVHQWKLPVHOIDVDSRHWRILPDJLQDWLYHPRELOLW\IRUPDOLQJHQXLW\
and intellectual independence. 
 
 
* 
&KLOGH +DUROG¶V 3LOJULPDge Canto III subjects both quest and selfhood to scrutiny. It 
achieves this by manipulating the doubling trope within a set of Spenserian stanzas that hold 
WUXHWR+DUROG%ORRP¶VVXJJHVWLRQWKDWTXHVWIRUWKH5RPDQWLFVLVDQµLQWHUQDOLVHG¶SURFHVV
motivaWHG E\ DQ µDFXWH SUHRFFXSDWLRQ ZLWK VHOI¶1 'HYHORSLQJ %ORRP¶V YLHZ *UHJ .XFLFK
HPSKDVLVHV KRZ %\URQ¶V UHDGLQJV RI WKH 6SHQVHULDQ LPLWDWLRQV RI %HDWWLH DQG 7KRPVRQ
SURPSWHG KLP WR µDVVRFLDWH WKH 6SHQVHULDQ KHULWDJH ZLWK VHOI-GLYLVLRQ¶2 This influence is 
manifest in the way Byron uses quest-narrative to explore his own conflicted relationship 
with the self. Yet what the accounts of Bloom and, less so, Kucich risk downplaying is the 
SRHWU\¶VDELOLW\WRSHUIRUPWKLVSURFHVVRIGLYLVLRQDTXDOLW\WKDWFRPHVto the fore throughout 
the doubling of &KLOGH+DUROG¶V3LOJULPDJHIII. 
Though Alan Rawes and Mark Sandy have thoughtfully focused on Canto III as an 
exercise in forgetting,3 WKH SRHP¶V SUROLIHUDWLRQ RI ILJXUHV WKDW DFW DV SRWHQWLDO GRXEOHV IRU
Byron as poet suggests a quest for something more radical than forgetfulness. Affecting a 
GULYH WRZDUGV OHDYLQJ WKH %\URQLF VHOI EHKLQG HQWLUHO\ WKH SRHW SUHVHQWV QRW µHYHUODVWLQJ
FHQWRVRIKLPVHOI¶4 WRTXRWH+D]OLWW¶VFRPSODLQWEXWLQVWHDGLQ1DSROHRQDQG:RUGVZRrth, a 
pair of selves that Byron might become. 5  Yet the intensity of this yearning for self-
WUDQVFHQGHQFHMDUVZLWKWKHSRHW¶VDFXWHDZDUHQHVVRIWKHSUREOHPVLQKHUHQWLQDVVXPLQJDQ
alternative self. Refusing to ignore or assuage such doubts, I want to argue that Byron adopts 
the technique of doubling only to repeatedly and deliberately sabotage his own designs, 
consciously undermining his claims to leave the self behind. Vincent Newey writes that 
µ%\URQFRPPLWVKLPVHOISURJUHVVLYHO\WRWKHH[WLQFWLRQRIDny self prior to the word and the 
image, and chooses the freedom²and the instability²of living through others and in 
FRQVWDQWO\ FKDQJLQJ JXLVHV¶ 6  The poetry is, however, marked by a refusal to commit 
wholeheartedly to any such scheme. Deborah Forbes captures the duality of this movement in 
KHUGHVFULSWLRQRI WKHSRHPDV µERWKVKDUSO\ LQZDUG-turning and sharply outward-WXUQLQJ¶7 
XVHIXOO\DFNQRZOHGJLQJ%\URQ¶VDELOLW\WREOHQGLQWURVSHFWLYHPHGLWDWLRQDQGDGULYHEH\RQG
the self. Forbes frames her discussioQ RI WKH SRHP¶V µXQUHFRJQLVHG GRXEOHV¶ DQG
µXQDVVLPLODWHGYRLFHV¶LQWHUPVRI+DUROG¶VLQDELOLW\µWRUHFRJQLVHKLPVHOIGHILQLWLYHO\LQWKH
fallen heroes, desolate landscapes DQGUXLQHGEXLOGLQJV WKDWKHHQFRXQWHUVRQKLV WUDYHOV¶D
failure that is seen to SDUDOOHO µ%\URQ¶V RZQ UHIXVDO WR LGHQWLI\ KLPVHOI FRPSOHWHO\ ZLWK
+DUROG¶8 Yet the way Byron prevents the invoked figures from ever cleanly meshing with the 
Byronic self suggests an alternative motive for this disrupted doubling, as individuals who 
might act as doubles for Byron become an opportunity for the poet to foreground virtues that 
are uniquely Byronic.  
In the case of Napoleon, Byron cites his own potential to become Napoleonic as 
evidence of an imaginative mobility that the fallen conqueror now lacks. When Canto III later 
moves to adopt Wordsworthian rhetoric, form acts as the crucial counter-EDODQFHWRWKHSRHW¶V
drive beyond the self. Capitalising on the inherent discontinuities of the Spenserian stanza, 
Byron has form undermine content in order to affirm the impossibility of his assenting to a 
Wordsworthian notion of self. Focusing on these self-sabotaged doublings with Napoleon and 
:RUGVZRUWKDVHYLGHQFHRI WKHNLQGRIµFRQVFLRXVRUFKHVWUDWLRQ¶ WKDW9LQFHQW1HZH\ ILQGV
lacking in the canto,9 this essay will argue for the way &KLOGH+DUROG¶V3LOJULPDJHIII allows 
Byron to position himself at the centre of his remodelled quest-romance. 
 
** 
1DSROHRQKDV ORQJEHHQ UHJDUGHGDVRQHRI %\URQ¶V IDYRXULWHGRXEOHV -RKQ&OXEEHSRVLWV
KLP DV WKH SRHW¶V XOWLPDWH REVHVVLRQ GHVFULELQJ D PDQ WKDW µVHL]H>G@ %\URQ¶V LPDJLQDWLRQ
PRUHWKDQDQ\RWKHUOLYLQJKXPDQEHLQJ>«@DQGQHYHUUHOLQTXLVK>HG@KLVJUDVSXQWLO%\URQ¶V
G\LQJ KRXU¶10 6LPRQ %DLQEULGJH IRUHJURXQGV 1DSROHRQ¶V FHQWUDOLW\ WR WKH VHOI-fashioning 
presenW WKURXJKRXW %\URQ¶V RHXYUH H[SODLQLQJ KRZ WKH SRHW¶V µVWUXJJOH WR JUDVS DQG
IRUPXODWH1DSROHRQ¶VSROLWLFDODQGLPDJLQDWLYHPHDQLQJSOD\HGDQLPSRUWDQWSDUWLQKLVRZQ
continuous process of self-assessment and self-UHSUHVHQWDWLRQ¶ 11  However, if Childe 
HarROG¶V 3LOJULPDJH shows Byron exploring the possibility of becoming Napoleonic as a 
route out of the Byronic self, Canto III sets out to complicate its already conflicted 
HQJDJHPHQWZLWKDQRWRULRXVO\FRPSOH[LQGLYLGXDO%\URQ¶VHIIRUWWRQHJRWLDWHWKHGLFKotomy 
RI SRHWU\ DQG DFWLRQ LV FHQWUDO WR WKLV GLVUXSWLRQ 7KH GLVWLQFWLRQ RIWHQ RFFXSLHV %\URQ¶V
WKRXJKWV µ:KRZRXOGZULWHZKRKDGDQ\WKLQJEHWWHU WRGR"¶12 Byron comments archly in 
HDUO\IROORZHGVZLIWO\E\WKHGHFODUDWLRQWKDWµ1RRQHVKRXOGEHD rhymer who could be 
DQ\WKLQJ EHWWHU¶13 7KLV VHQWLPHQW PDQLIHVWV LWVHOI PRUH H[WUHPHO\ LQ %\URQ¶V FODLP WKDW µ,
have no ambition; at least, if any, it would be aut Caesar aut nihil¶14 which, according to 
Jerome McGann, shows how Byron in early 1814 
 
still clung to a naïve conception of what constituted greatness of soul. Aut Caesar aut 
nihil he said for himself, thus insuring an impasse, and his nihilism. Poetry alone 
seemed to remain, and yet it rankled that this should be so. For poetry was nothing 
next to a life of action, and even if it were something, he was unfit for its tasks.15 
 
,QGHVFULELQJSRHWU\DVµQRWKLQJ¶WR%\URQ0F*DQQPDSVWKHGLFKRWRP\RISRHWU\DQGDFWLRQ
onto aut Caesar aut nihil, equating poetry with nihil. Yet &KLOGH +DUROG¶V 3LOJULPDJe III 
UHYHDOVDJUHDWHUGHJUHHRIDPELYDOHQFHLQ%\URQ¶VWKLQNLQJ7KRXJKWKHSRUWUDLWRI1DSROHRQ
allows Byron to scrutinise aut Caesar aut nihil by questioning what it is to be Napoleonic and 
what it is to be nothing, it also reveals the poet muscling his way into this equation, in spite of 
%\URQ¶V DSSDUHQW HIIRUW WR OHDYH WKH VHOI EHKLQG 1DSROHRQ DFWV DV D PHDQV IRU %\URQ WR
consider the possibility that while he might be nothing or he might be Napoleonic, he might 
also be irrevocably Byronic. The poem gestures towards reconciling the poetry and action 
dichotomy as a way of aligning Byron and Napoleon, but it also shows Byron embracing 
such a distinction as evidence that he, as poet, possesses qualities that Napoleon does not. In 
stanza 37 the doubling disintegrates at the point that Napoleon begins to resemble a failed 
Byronic poet, rather than Byron himself: 
 
Conqueror and captive of the earth art thou! 
She trembles at thee still, and thy wild name 
:DVQH¶HUPRUHEUXLWHGLQPHQ¶VPLQGVWKDQQRZ 
That thou art nothing, save the jest of Fame, 
Who wooed thee once, thy vassal, and became 
The flatterer of thy fierceness, till thou wert  
A god unto thyself; nor less the same 
To the astounded kingdoms all inert, 
:KRGHHP¶GWKHHIRUDWLPHZKDWH¶HUWKRXGLGVWDVVert. (III, 37) 
 
)RU'HERUDK)RUEHVµWKLVGHVFULSWLRQZRXOGDSSO\HTXDOO\ZHOOWR+DUROGRUWRWKHUHSXWDWLRQ
that Byron has made for himself, but he goes on to criticise Napoleon, without in any way 
LPSO\LQJWKDWKHDSSOLHVWKHVHFULWLFLVPVWRKLPVHOI¶16 Yet the stanza is more ambivalent and 
DPELJXRXVWKDQ)RUEHVDOORZV%\URQ¶VLPDJHRIWKHIDOOHQ1DSROHRQDVSDUDGR[LFDOO\ERWK
µ&RQTXHURU DQG FDSWLYH¶ VXJJHVWV WKDW KLV GHPLVH KDV QRW HQWLUHO\ HIIDFHG KLV SUHYLRXV
achievements, which, according to this stanza, lay in a capacity to create and dictate a version 
of the self to others. However, as the lines begin to blur critique with admiration, the poet 
vacillates between associating with and disassociating from the figure of Napoleon. With 
Byron experiencing XQSUHFHGHQWHGIDPHDWWKHWLPHRIWKHSRHP¶VFRPSRVLWLRQWKHUK\PHRI
µQDPH¶DQGµ)DPH¶VSHDNVWRWZRXQGHQLDEO\%\URQLFFRQFHUQV17 While their presence in the 
SRUWUDLWRI1DSROHRQVXJJHVWVDVKDUHGSUHRFFXSDWLRQZLWKKHULWDJHDQGUHSXWDWLRQWREHµWKH
MHVWRI)DPH¶LVD%\URQLFSRVHWKDWLVWUXHRIWKHVHOI-surrendering Napoleon but less so of 
Byron at this time, despite him writing in the aftermath of the separation scandal of 1816.18 
:KLOH KLV GHVFULSWLRQ RI D PDQ ZKR EHFDPH µD JRG XQWR WK\VHOI¶ KDV WKe air of a critique, 
%\URQ SODFHV JUHDWHU VWUHVV RQ WKH IDFW WKDW 1DSROHRQ¶V EHOLHI LQ KLV RZQ JRGO\ VWDWXV ZDV
VKDUHG E\ KLV µDVWRXQGHG NLQJGRPV¶ 7KH DOH[DQGULQH FHOHEUDWHV D IRUPHU YHUVLRQ RI
1DSROHRQZKRKDGDEVROXWHFRQWURORYHUZKDWKHZDVµGHHP¶G¶Wo be and used this ability to 
facilitate his ascent.  
As the closing FRXSOHW VXJJHVWV ODQJXDJH RU WKH DELOLW\ WR µDVVHUW¶ RQH¶V VHOI WKURXJK
words, allows its agent to craft a self of their own making and in turn to render their foes 
µLQHUW¶ ,Q WKLV RSSRVLWLRQ EHWZHHQ µDVVHUW¶ DQG µLQHUW¶ %\URQ FRPHV WHDVLQJO\ FORVH WR
collapsing his poetry-DFWLRQGLDOHFWLFE\LPSO\LQJWKDWXWWHUDQFHWKHSRHW¶VXOWLPDWHWRROEXW
here deployed by the quintessential man of action, is a powerful form of action in its own 
right. The sentiment gains additional potency from being housed in the increased articulatory 
space afforded by the alexandrine. Crucially, however, the FRXSOHWDOVR UHFDOOV WKH UK\PH¶V
SUHYLRXVLWHUDWLRQµWKRXZHUW¶DQGWKLVXVHRIWKHSDVWWHQVHORRPVover the stanza, instilling 
%\URQ¶VREVHUYDWLRQVZLWKDQHOHJLDFTXDOLW\7KHWRQHRIWKHDOH[DQGULQHDQGXOWLPDWHO\WKH
VWDQ]D DV D ZKROH LV GLFWDWHG E\ µIRU D WLPH¶ +DYLQJ UHIXVHG WR FRQGHPQ WKH IDFW WKDW
1DSROHRQ ZDV µD JRG XQWR WK\VHOI¶ WKH SRHW LQstead laments the cessation of Napoleonic 
DVVHUWLRQ GHSORULQJ WKH ORVV RI WKLV SRZHU WR µDVVHUW¶ D JRG-like persona. The accusatory 
GLUHFW DGGUHVV RI µ1RZ  >«@ WKRX DUW QRWKLQJ¶ ODGHQ ZLWK ELWWHUQHVV DQG UHJUHW UHVRQDWHV
with the pronouncements of stan]DLQLWVXVHRIWKHWHUPµQRWKLQJ¶ZLWKWKHHDUOLHUVWDQ]D
FRQILUPLQJWKDW%\URQWRRNQRZVZKDWLWLVWREHµQRWKLQJ¶ 
 
¶7LVWRFUHDWHDQGLQFUHDWLQJOLYH  
A being more intense, that we endow  
With form our fancy, gaining as we give  
The life we image, even as I do now.  
What am I? Nothing; but not so art thou,  
Soul of my thought! (III, 6) 
 
Napoleon, at the peak of his SRZHUV FRXOG EH µZKDWH¶HU >KH@ GLGVW DVVHUW¶ DV LI
HQDFWLQJ WKH SURFHVV GHVFULEHG DERYH µ¶7LV WR FUHDWH DQG LQ FUHDWLQJ OLYH  A being more 
LQWHQVH¶<HWWKLVLVQRORQJHUWKHFDVH7he resemblance between the two stanzas magnifies 
WKH LPSUHVVLRQ WKDW VWDQ]D  LV KRQLQJ LQ RQ 1DSROHRQ¶V QRZ GLPLQLVKHG VNLOOV RI VHOI-
creation, but it also highlights the fact that though Byron and Napoleon are aligned through 
their mutual nothingness, they respond to their nothingness in fundamentally different ways. 
In tKHGHVFULSWLRQRI1DSROHRQDVµ&RQTXHURUDQGFDSWLYH¶,,,WKHSUR[LPLW\RIWKHZRUG
µVWLOO¶²µ6KHWUHPEOHVDWWKHHVWLOO¶III, 37)²WRWKHWHUPµFDSWLYH¶LQWKHSUHYLRXVOLQHLPEXHV
WKH WHPSRUDODGYHUEµVWLOO¶ZLWKDQDGMHFWLYDOVHQVHRIDSK\VLFDO µVWLOO>QHVV@¶FKDUDFWHULVLQJ
the dethroned emperor as an immobilised force. Napoleon seems to succumb to the very 
inertia that once paralysed his foes, presenting a stark contrast with the imaginative mobility 
DWWULEXWHG WR WKH %\URQLF VHOI :KHUHDV VWDQ]D  GLVKHDUWHQLQJO\ TXDOLILHV LWV µQRWKLQJ¶ E\
VWDWLQJ WKDW1DSROHRQ LV µQRWKLQJVDYH WKH MHVWRI)DPH¶,,,VWDQ]DDOWRgether more 
RSWLPLVWLFDOO\TXDOLILHVµQRWKLQJ¶WKURXJKWKHFRQMXQFWLRQµEXW¶ZKLFKDFWVDVWKHFDWDO\VWIRU
%\URQ¶VHQYLVLRQHGPRYHPHQWEH\RQG WKHVHOI µ*DLQLQJDV >KH@JLYH>V@¶ ,,, WKHSRHW¶V
self is shaped, in part, by his creation as it comes inWREHLQJ%\URQ¶VHQMDPEHG OLQHV WHHP
ZLWKDFWLYLW\DQGYLJRXUWKURXJKWKHXVHRIWKHSUHVHQWWHQVHµHYHQDV,GRQRZ¶HQDFWLQJWKH
LQWHUGHSHQGHQW SURFHVV WKH\ GHVFULEH $V LW ZDV LQ &DQWR ,,,¶V HDUOLHU LPDJH RI WKH EURNHQ
mirror that µPDNHV$WKRXVDQGLPDJHVRIRQHWKDWZDV¶,,,FUHDWLYLW\LVWKHIRUFHWKDW
allows the self WRµEURNHQO\OLYHRQ¶,,, 
-HURPH &KULVWHQVHQ DUJXHV WKDW WKH FXOW RI 1DSROHRQ ZDV LQGHEWHG WR µKLV RZQ
DVWRQLVKLQJ LPSURYLVDWLRQV KLV JLIWHG LPSHUVRQDWLRQ RI D PRQDUFK¶,19  but when Michael 
2¶1HLOO REVHUYHV WKDW VWDQ]D  µVSXUQ>V@ DQG VHQG>V@ SDFNLQJ LGHQWLW\ DV HPSLULFDOO\ IL[HG¶
DOORZLQJ LW WR HPHUJH µDV D ³1RWKLQJ´ FU\LQJ RXW IRU LPDJLQDWLYH DQG DHVWKHWLF
UHSOHQLVKPHQW¶20 KH VXJJHVWV D FRPSHOOLQJ UHDVRQ IRU %\URQ¶V UHMHction of Napoleon as a 
SRWHQWLDO GRXEOH )RU %\URQ 1DSROHRQ¶V XOWLPDWH IDLOXUH ZDV LQ KLV VXUUHQGHU WR VWRS
FUHDWLQJDQG WRHVFKHZ WKHVHOI¶VGHPDQGV IRU µLPDJLQDWLYHDQGDHVWKHWLF UHSOHQLVKPHQW¶21 
The poet of &KLOGH+DUROG¶V3LOJULPDJH stops aspiring to be Napoleon not because of any 
EHOLHIWKDWKHDVPHUHSRHWODFNVWKHUHTXLUHGµJUHDWQHVVRIVRXO¶22 but upon the recognition 
WKDW1DSROHRQFHDVHGWRµDVVHUW¶,,,µWKHOLIHZHLPDJH¶,,,,IWKRVHZKRHQFRXQWHUHG
1DSROHRQ GHHPHG KLP µZKDWH¶HU >KH@ GLGVW DVVHUW¶ EXW RQO\ µIRU D WLPH¶ ,,,  %\URQ
differentiates himself from his potential double by claiming a continued ability to transcend 
nothingness through his apparently ceaseless creativity.  
Napoleon exemplifies the fate that will befall Byron, too, should he stop creating. As a 
result, Byron disrupts the pairing of himself and Napoleon not because of his own inability to 
EH 1DSROHRQ RU HYHQ EHFDXVH RI 1DSROHRQ¶V IDLOXUH WR EH 1DSROHRQLF EXW EHFDXVH RI
1DSROHRQ¶V IDLOXUH WR EH %\URQLF :KLOH 0F*DQQ ZULWHV RI %\URQ¶V GRXEOLQJ WKDW µ%\URQ
SXWV RQ D PDVN >«@ DQG VHHPV WR LQYLWH LW WR H[HUW LWV RZQ SRZHU RYHU KLP¶23 here the 
opposite is true. The power of the mask is checked and challenged at every juncture. The 
SRHP¶V GULYH EH\RQG WKH VHOI LV VW\PLHG E\ %\URQ¶V UHDOLVDWLRQ WKDW KH GRHV QRW ZDQW WR
become Napoleon, and a determination to succeed where Napoleon failed charges the quest 
RI&DQWR,,,,I)RUEHV¶VVHQVHWKDW+DUROG¶VP\RSLDUHQGHUVKLPXQDEOHWRGUDZOHVVRQVIURP
Napoleon invites further discussion, her reading of the structural implications of this failed 
GRXEOLQJLVDFXWHµLI%\URQRUKLVVXUURJDWH+DUROGZHUHWRH[SOLFLWO\UHFRJQLVHKLPVHOILQ
one of the figures he invokes, the sequential finding of new counterparts²the substance of 
the narrative²ZRXOGEHDUUHVWHG¶24 In fact, in its vacillating movements towards and away 
from the self, the incessant motion of Canto III is evidence that lessons have been learned 
IURP%\URQ¶VSRUWUDLWRI1DSROHRQ+HUHWKH%\URQLFTXHVWH[LVWVin the ongoing process of 
questing rather than the reaching of any final destination; to settle on such a resting point 
ZRXOG UHQGHU RQH VXVFHSWLEOH WR WKH NLQG RI VKDFNOHV WKDW WKH µVWLOO¶ 1DSROHRQ PXVW QRZ
endure (III, 37). 
 
*** 
While Napoleon exemplifieV WKH SRHW¶V XQHDV\ HGJLQJ WRZDUGV HYHQ DV KH VHHPV WR GULIW
away from, each of the historical figures that appear throughout Canto III, it is Wordsworth 
ZKR DV D IHOORZ 5RPDQWLF SRHW UHSUHVHQWV %\URQ¶V PRVW FKDOOHQJLQJ SRWHQWLDO GRXEOH
Wordsworth is not subject to the kind of ambivalent but partially distanced portraiture seen in 
%\URQ¶VUHVSRQVHVWR1DSROHRQDQG5RXVVHDX7KRXJKWKLVGRXEOLQJVKDUHVWKHKDOI-formed 
TXDOLW\ VHHQ LQ %\URQ¶V IUDFWLRXV FRXSOLQJ ZLWK 1DSROHRQ :RUGVZRUWK RFFXSLHV DQ
altogeWKHUPRUHFRPSOH[SRVLWLRQLQWKHSRHP7KLVRZHVWR%\URQ¶VGHFLVLRQLQVWDQ]DV-
76 to more directly embody his double by speaking in a register indebted to that of 
:RUGVZRUWK¶V RZQ SRHWU\ 7KH DVVXPSWLRQ RI D TXDVL-Wordsworthian voice suggests that 
Wordsworth should, regardless of any antipathy between the poets, be read as one of the 
QXPHURXVµPDVNLQJV¶WKDW0F*DQQILQGVSUHVHQWWKURXJKRXW%\URQ¶VRHXYUH0F*DQQDUJXHV
that 
  
EHFDXVH>%\URQ¶V@figurae are consciously manipulated masks, one has to read them 
>«@LQWHUPVRID³VDPHQHVVZLWKGLIIHUHQFH´7KHSRHWU\OLHVH[DFWO\LQWKHUHODWLRQ
in the dialectical play between corresponding apparitional forms: on one side, the 
VSHFWDFXODUSRHW>«@RQWKHRWKHUWKHYDULRXVILFWLRQDODQGKLVWRULFDOVHOYLQJV.25 
 
<HWWKLVGLVFXVVLRQRIµFRUUHVSRQGLQJIRUPV¶LPSOLHVDFOHDQ-FXWTXDOLW\WR%\URQ¶VGRXEOLQJV
WKDW LV QRW ERUQH RXW E\ WKH SRHWU\ %\URQ¶V DGRSWLRQ RI :RUGVZRUWK¶V YRLFH FUHDWHV DQ
ambivalent and ambiguous blurring of himself and Wordsworth that destabilises any reading 
EDVHG RQ WKH SULQFLSOH RI µVDPHQHVV ZLWK GLIIHUHQFH¶ FRPSOLFDWLQJ 0F*DQQ¶V UHDGLQHVV WR
GUDZDOLQHEHWZHHQµWKHSRHW¶DQGKLVµYDULRXVVHOYLQJV¶ 
Contemporary reviewers commit a similar misreading in suggesting that Canto III houses 
WoUGVZRUWK DQG %\URQ DV WZR GLVWLQFW SUHVHQFHV -RKQ :LOVRQ¶V  UHYLHZ HFKRHV WKH
sentiments of Francis Jeffrey, who reads Canto III not as Byron attempting to become 
:RUGVZRUWKEXWDVKLPVXFFHVVIXOO\FRQIURQWLQJ:RUGVZRUWKRQ:RUGVZRUWK¶VRZQWHUPV26 
WiOVRQ DUJXHV WKDW %\URQ µFDPH LQWR FRPSHWLWLRQ ZLWK :RUGVZRUWK XSRQ KLV RZQ JURXQG
DQGZLWKKLVRZQZHDSRQVDQG LQ WKHILUVWHQFRXQWHUKHYDQTXLVKHGDQGRYHUWKUHZKLP¶27 
This claim misleadingly posits Byron as the victor of this encounter, failing to account for the 
tensions of poetry that, despite its Wordsworthian inflections, is shot through with 
equivocation. Rather than going to war with Wordsworth, Byron more subtly undercuts the 
/DNHSRHW¶VUKHWRULFE\ZHDULQJKLVPDVNDVLVHYLGHQWLQWKHIROORZLQg lines: 
 
I live not in myself, but I become 
Portion of that around me; and to me,  
High mountains are a feeling, but the hum 
Of human cities torture: I can see  
Nothing to loathe in nature, save to be 
A link reluctant in a fleshly chain, 
&ODVV¶GDPRQJFUHatures, when the soul can flee, 
And with the sky, the peak, the heaving plain 
Of ocean, or the stars, mingle, and not in vain. (III, 72) 
 
The poet dons the mask but in doing so he points up the fact that this is and only ever will be 
a mask; one that will QHYHUFRUUHVSRQGIXOO\ZLWK%\URQ¶VSRHWLFVHOI7KHPDVNVHHPV LOO-
fitting; despite a strongly affirmative opening statement that might set the tone for the poetry 
WR IROORZZKDWJDLQVSURPLQHQFHKHUH LV WKHSHUVLVWHQFHRI%\URQ¶VTXDOLILFDWLRQV9HHULQJ 
between the curiously over-assertive and the strangely tentative, the poet betrays his 
discomfiture with his subject matter as early as the second line, which stumbles through its 
KHDY\ FDHVXUD LQWR WKH LQHOHJDQW UHSHWLWLRQ RI µDURXQG PH DQG WR PH¶ 0HWUical stresses 
appear to enact a process of self-IRUPDWLRQZLWKWKHVKLIWIURPWKHXQVWUHVVHGLQLWLDOµPH¶WR
WKH VWUHVVHG µPH¶RI WKH ILQDO V\OODEOH VXJJHVWLQJ WKHJURZWK HQDEOHGE\ DQHPEUDFHRI WKH
natural world.28 This movement from unstressed self to stressed self broadly mimics the 
conceptual movement of The Prelude :RUGVZRUWK¶V µSRHP RQ WKH JURZWK RI P\ RZQ
PLQG¶29 but the fact that Byron condenses the formative experience of Wordsworthian epic 
into just four syllables knowingly invites scrutiny in its brevity and superficiality. The 
HPSKDVLVSODFHGRQWKHLQGLYLGXDOLVHGQDWXUHRI%\URQ¶VSHUFHSWLRQVWKURXJKWKHUHSHWLWLRQRI
µPH¶VHHQDJDLQLQWKHVXEVHTXHQWLWHUDWLRQRIWKHb UK\PHµ,FDQVHH¶MDUVDJDLQVWWKHZD\
that the poet, in these stanzas, is reaching beyond that which comes naturally to him, as if 
WU\LQJWRVHHWKURXJKVRPHRQHHOVH¶VH\HV6HWWOLQJRQWKHUDWKHUJQRPLFGHFODUDWLRQWKDWµWR
PH+LJKPRXQWDLQVDUHDIHHOLQJ¶WKHOLQHVJURSHYDLQO\WRZDUGVDNLQGRI:RUGVZRUWKLDQ
profundity.  
Yet the absence of descriptive clarity means this statement fails to convince. While such 
D IRUPXODWLRQ PLJKW EH GHIHQGHG DV LQGLFDWLQJ WKH LQHIIDELOLW\ RI WKH SRHW¶V ORYH IRU µKLJK
PRXQWDLQV¶ WR ODEHO PRXQWDLQV DV D µIHHOLQJ¶ VHHPV FDUHOHVVO\ EXW GHOLberately nonchalant. 
The impression is of Byron paraphrasing a poet whom Hazlitt celebrates as poet of the 
PRXQWDLQVDQG6KHOOH\FDOOVµ3RHWRI1DWXUH¶30 7KHFODLPWKDWµ,FDQVHH1RWKLQJWRORDWKH
LQQDWXUH¶PRUHRSHQO\LQYLWHVVXVSLFLRQWKURXJKLWVQHJative structure, which implies that the 
SRHW LV DFWLYHO\ VHHNLQJ UHDVRQV WR VSXUQQDWXUH DVZHOO DV WKH WHUP µORDWKH¶ZKLFK VHHPV
overly charged in the context of a denial. The listing syntax of the final couplet renders the 
alexandrine cumbersome, stiflHGE\ WKHGHOD\LQJRI WKH VHQWHQFH¶VPDLQYHUE µPLQJOH¶$V
the verb gets lost in the irregular, lumbering rhythm of this elongated line, there is the sense 
that its agent, the poet, is himself merely an afterthought, an insignificant speck in the 
vastnesV RI µWKH VN\ WKH SHDN¶ DQG µWKH KHDYLQJ SODLQ  2I RFHDQ¶ 7KH FRQQRWDWLRQV RI
µPLQJOH¶FDSLWDOLVHRQWKLVLPSOLHGGLVMXQFWLRQ,QWKLVFRQWH[WWRµPLQJOH¶LVQRWWREHIXOO\
LQWHJUDWHGGLVUXSWLQJWKHHDUOLHUPRUHFRQILGHQWFODLPWKDWµ,EHFRPH3RUWLon of that around 
PH¶,QDPRYHW\SLFDORIWKHFDQWRWKHGHPDQGVRIIRUPDSSHDUWRSODFH%\URQXQGHUGXUHVV
with the additional syllables of the alexandrine creating additional space for prevarication. 
With the line petering out into a meek qualificatioQWKDW WKLVPLQJOLQJZLOOQRWEHµLQYDLQ¶
this apparently defiant alexandrine, like the stanza as a whole, collapses suspiciously easily 
under any kind of critical inspection. Byron resists the mask of Wordsworth even as he seems 
to embrace it, with the lines affecting embodiment but actually committing only to 
ventriloquism. Carefully positioning himself outside of a perspective he initially seems to 
HQGRUVH%\URQ¶VHIIRUWWRWUDQVFHQGWKHVHOILVXQGHUFXWE\DQDSSDUHQWO\GHOLEHUDWHIDLOXUHWR
attain WRUGVZRUWK¶VVW\OH 
7KRPDV0RRUHZULWHVWKDW:RUGVZRUWKREMHFWHGWRWKHVHVWDQ]DVRQWKHJURXQGVWKDWµWKH
feeling of natural objects which is there expressed, [was] not caught by [Byron] from nature 
herself, but from [Wordsworth] and spoiled in the transmiVVLRQ¶31 The notion that these 
VHQWLPHQWVDUHµVSRLOHGLQWUDQVPLVVLRQ¶LVYLWDOWRWKHZULWLQJDQGLOOXPLQDWHV%\URQ¶VPHWKRG
)RUP SURYHV YLWDO LQ GLVUXSWLQJ WKH DSSDUHQW DIILQLWLHV EHWZHHQ %\URQ DQG KLV µFRUSRUHDO
HQHP\¶WRXVH-HURPH0F*DQQ¶VSKUDVH32 :LWKWKH/DNH6FKRROKDYLQJµSRSXODULVHGEODQN
YHUVHDVWKHYHKLFOHRIQDWXUDOIHHOLQJ¶33 %\URQ¶VFKRLFHRIWKH6SHQVHULDQVWDQ]DFRORXUVKLV
HQJDJHPHQWZLWKQDWXUHZLWKDVKDUSO\%\URQLFKXH:RUGVZRUWK¶VRZQDWWLWXGHWRZDUGVWKH
IRUP ZDV DPELYDOHQW µ7KH )HPDOH 9DJUDQW¶ UHYHDOV D GHVLUH WR DWWXQH WKH 6SHQVHULDQ
measure with the rusticity and simplicity prized by his Preface to Lyrical Ballads, which 
EHPRDQV SRHWV ZKR µLQGXOJH LQ DUELWUDU\ DQG FDSULFLRXV KDELWV RI H[SUHVVLRQ LQ RUGHU WR
furnish food for ILFNOHWDVWHVDQGILFNOHDSSHWLWHVRIWKHLURZQFUHDWLRQ¶34 Despite his praise 
IRUD µILQHVWUXFWXUHRIYHUVH¶:RUGVZRUWK¶V OHWWHU WR&DWKHULQH*UDFH*RGZLQ ODPHQWVKHU
GHFLVLRQWRPRGHOKHUZULWLQJRQµWKHEURNHQDQGPRUHLPSDVVLRQHGPRYHPHQW¶RI%\URQic 
6SHQVHULDQLVPDUJXLQJWKDWµLWLVDIRUPRIYHUVHLOODGDSWHGWRFRQIOLFWLQJSDVVLRQVDQGLWLV
QRW LQMXVWLFH WR VD\ WKDW WKH VWDQ]D LV VSRLOHG LQ /RUG %\URQ¶V KDQGV KLV RZQ VWURQJ DQG
XQJRYHUQDEOHSDVVLRQVEOLQGHGKLPDVWRLWVFKDUDFWHU¶35  
Though XQGXO\ FULWLFDO LQ VXJJHVWLQJ WKDW %\URQ¶V VW\OH LV JUDWXLWRXVO\ XQFRQWUROOHG
:RUGVZRUWK FRUUHFWO\ LGHQWLILHV WKH HPSKDVHV RQ µFRQIOLFW¶ DQG UXSWXUH WKDW FRQWULEXWH WR
Canto ,,,¶VGHOLEHUDWHWHQGHQF\WRZDUGVGLYLVLRQ7KDWVXFKWHFKQLTXHVSUHYDLOWKURXJKRut the 
SRHP¶V LQYRFDWLRQRI:RUGVZRUWKVXJJHVWV WKDWGHVSLWHKLVGHVLUH WR WUDQVFHQG WKHVHOIDQG
adopt Wordsworthian rhetoric, Byron is refusing to abandon his own poetic territory. The 
resulting clash allows Byron to achieve his fullest realisation of the link between the 
Spenserian heritage and self-division, seen by Greg Kucich as central to the Romantic 
engagement with Spenser.36  The Byronic inclination towards disrupted doubling and the 
:RUGVZRUWKLDQ HPSKDVLV RQ PDQ¶V KDUPRQ\ ZLWK QDWXUH EOHHG LQWR RQH another, so that 
opposing drives towards unity and self-GLYLVLRQEHFRPHµDQWLWKHWLFDOO\PL[W¶,,,5DWKHU
than simply staging a clash between Byron as he is now and Byron as he would like to be, 
Canto III presents the fractious encounter of two competing projects of self-representation; 
%\URQ¶V GHVLUH WR EH :RUGVZRUWKLDQ FROOLGHV ZLWK WKH SRHWU\¶V QHHG WR UHIXWH WKH
Wordsworthian model of representing the self.37 
The movement between stanzas 72 and 73 demonstrates this conflict. Seeming to force 
square pegs into round holes, Byron uncomfortably accommodates Wordsworthian poetics 
within the fabric of his own poetry: 
 
$QGWKXV,DPDEVRUE¶GDQGWKLVLVOLIH 
I look upon the peopled desart past, 
As on a place of agony and strife, 
Where, for some sin, to Sorrow I was cast, 
To act and suffer, but remount at last 
With a fresh pinion; which I feel to spring, 
Though young, yet waxing vigorous, as the blast  
Which it would cope with, on delighted wing, 
Spurning the clay-cold bonds which round our being cling. (III, 73) 
 
John Hughes, an eighteenth-century editor of Spenser, spotlights the inherently fractured 
quality of the Spenserian stanza implied by George Saintsbury38 LQ FRPPHQWLQJ WKDW µWKH
same Measure, closed always by a full Stop, in the same Place, by which every Stanza is 
made as it were a distinct Paragraph, grows tiresom by continual Repetition, and frequently 
EUHDNV WKH 6HQVH ZKHQ LW RXJKW WR EH FDUU\¶G RQ ZLWKRXW ,QWHUUXSWLRQ¶ 39  This remark, 
DORQJVLGH2%+DUGLVRQ¶VVXJJHVWLRQWKDWWKHIRUPµVHJPHQW>V@>«@QDUUDWLYHLQWRDUELWUDU\
FKXQNV¶40 LOOXPLQDWHV%\URQ¶VPHWKRG)DUIURPµDUELWUDU\¶KRZHYHUµVHJPHQW>LQJ@¶LVKHUH
a deliberate artistic technique, as the poet uses the contours of the Spenserian stanza to 
disrupt the progression of his poetry. Given that this immediately follows the previous 
DVVHUWLRQWKDW%\URQZLOOµPLQJOHDQGQRWLQYDLQ¶WKHRSHQLQJOLQHRIWKLVVWDQ]DµDQGWKXV,
DPDEVRUE¶G¶VHHPVD IDOVHDQG LOORJLFDO OHDSRQHDFFHQWXDWHGE\ WKHVWDQ]DJDSDV LI WKH
poet is claiming DYLFWRU\WKDWKHKDV\HWWRWUXO\DFKLHYH7KHSUHVXPSWXRXVµWKXV¶DVVXPHV
WKDW WKH SRHWU\ KDV GHPRQVWUDWHG WKH DEVRUSWLRQ LW GHVFULEHV EXW WKH OLQH¶V FRQFOXVLYH WRQH
makes it oddly out of place as an opening to a stanza, standing out in a manner that might not 
be so apparent in continuous blank verse. If taken at face value as an indicator that 
transcendent aspirations have been fulfilled, the proclamation seems better suited to the final 
line of the stanza, if not the entire poem. 
The opening line of sWDQ]D  KDV FRQVHTXHQWO\ EHHQ FDOOHG µWKH PRVW XQFRQYLQFLQJ
%\URQ HYHU ZURWH¶ E\ -HURPH &KULVWHQVHQ ZKR VHHV LW DV DEEUHYLDWLQJ µWKH :RUGVULGJHDQ
GRFWULQH RI WKH ³RQH OLIH´¶ ZLWK W\SLFDO µ%\URQLF QHJOLJHQFH¶41 +RZHYHU 0LFKDHO 2¶1HLOO
writes engagingly oQWKHZD\WKHOLQH¶VIDLOXUHWRFRQYLQFHµLVLWVGUDPDWLFMXVWLILFDWLRQ¶ZLWK
WKHXSEHDWHPSKDVHVWKDWIDOORQµWKLV¶DQGµOLIH¶IDLOLQJWRGLVJXLVHDµGRZQEHDWLQIOHFWLRQDV
WKRXJKWRVD\³$QGWKLVLV³OLIH´WKLVSURFHVVRIQHHGLQJWRHVFDSHIURPZKDW I know only 
WRR ZHOO DV ³OLIH´¶42 7KLV LPSODXVLELOLW\ LV FUXFLDO WR %\URQ¶V LQWHQGHG HIIHFW *URSLQJ IRU
conclusion and for comfortable sanctuary beyond the self, Byron implies that he has 
VXFFHVVIXOO\EHFRPHD:RUGVZRUWKLDQSRHWµDQGWKXV,DPDEVRUE¶G¶ (III, 73). Yet the air of 
SUHPDWXULW\ WKDW DFFRPSDQLHV WKH OLQH¶V DUULYDO UHQGHUV LWV DFKLHYHPHQW IDFLOH VWDLQLQJ
%\URQ¶V HYRFDWLRQ RI :RUGVZRUWK ZLWK DQ DLU RI FRQGHVFHQVLRQ ,Q GHILQLQJ %\URQ DV µD
ORUGO\ ZULWHU¶ ZKR µLV DERYH KLV RZQ UHSXWDWLRQ DQG Fondescends to the Muses with a 
VFRUQIXO JUDFH¶ +D]OLWW FDSWXUHV WKLV DVSHFW RI %\URQ¶V WRQH 43  but Canto III suggests a 
condescension borne out of poetic difference rather than class-FRQVFLRXVQHVVRUµDULVWRFUDWLF
LQGLYLGXDOLVP¶ 44  7KH SRHP¶V HPSKDVLV RQ D disruption antithetical to Wordsworthian 
synthesis positions the quest of Canto III in a post-Wordsworthian landscape. Its treatment of 
:RUGVZRUWK LV QRW VWUDLJKWIRUZDUGO\ GHULVLYH 5DWKHU LPSOLFLW LQ WKHVH VWDQ]DV LV %\URQ¶V
belief that he is too great to become Wordsworth or to succumb to the delusion of unifying 
with nature, regardless of his own yearning for self-WUDQVFHQGHQFH µ&RXOGKHKDYHNHSWKLV
VSLULWWRWKDWIOLJKW+HKDGEHHQKDSS\¶,,,WKRXJK%\URQZLVKHVKHFRXOGVXVSHQGKLV
disbeliHIDQGFRPPLWWRVXFKDµIOLJKW¶KHSUHVHQWVKLPVHOIDVSRVVHVVLQJJUHDWHUNQRZOHGJH
WKDQWKHµ3RHWRI1DWXUH¶45 and the effect of the writing commands assent. As the alexandrine 
VHWVXSRQO\WRTXDOLI\WKHSRVVLELOLW\RIWUDQVFHQGLQJHDUWKO\µFOD\¶ZLWKLn a single line, the 
SRHW MX[WDSRVHVDGHILDQW µVSXUQLQJ¶ZLWK WDFLW UHFRJQLWLRQ WKDWPRUWDOERQGVZLOO LQHYLWDEO\
DOZD\VµFOLQJ¶,,, 
Byron spotlights the antonymic relationship of these two heavily stressed verbs by using 
them to bookend the alexandrine through internal rhyme, typifying the insistent self-negation 
that Vincent Newey identifies in this section of the poem.46 Gradually building throughout 
WKH SUHFHGLQJ WKUHH OLQHV LQ µVSULQJ¶ µZD[LQJ¶ DQG µZLQJ¶ ,,,  WKH VRXQG RI WKH
proliferated c UK\PHRYHUEHDULQJO\µFOLQJ>V@¶WRWKHVWDQ]DFXOPLQDWLQJLQWKHGRXEOHULQJLQJ
RXW RI µEHLQJ FOLQJ¶ :LWK WKLV UHSHWLWLRQ FRPHV D VHQVH RI VKDFNOLQJ WKDW XQGHUPLQHV WKH
YLVLRQRIIOLJKWUHFDOOLQJVWDQ]DIRXUWHHQ¶VGHVFULSWLRQRIµWKHOLQN7KDWNHHps us from yon 
KHDYHQZKLFKZRRVXV WR WKHEULQN¶ ,,, 7KHUH DV WUDQVFHQGHQW DVSLUDWLRQV DUH IRUFHG
into battle with the limits imposed by form, the alexandrine flaunts its ability to accommodate 
the twists and turns of a poem that seems to engage in questing even as it questions the 
OHJLWLPDF\ RI TXHVW /LNHZLVH HYHQ LQ %\URQ¶V LQYRFDWLRQ RI :RUGVZRUWK WKH DFW RI
UHFDOLEUDWLQJ 6SHQVHU¶V QLQH-line stanza redirects the spotlight to the resourcefulness and 
individuality of Byron as poet.47 By continuiQJWRµFOLQJ¶WRKLVRZQDUWLVWLFEOXHSULQW%\URQ
FRQILUPVWKHOLQNEHWZHHQKLPVHOIDQG:RUGVZRUWKDVWKHSURGXFWRIDµEURNHQPLUURU¶,,,
33), rather than a viable doubling that might allow him to leave the self behind. 
Earlier in Canto III Byron muses WKDW µWKHUH DUHZDQGHUHUVR¶HU(WHUQLW\ :KRVHEDUN
GULYHVRQDQGRQDQGDQFKRUHGQH¶HUVKDOOEH¶,,,7KHHQMDPEPHQWVXJJHVWVWKHSRHW¶V
RZQ SURFOLYLW\ IRU VXFK D µZDQGHU>LQJ@¶ EH\RQG WKH VHOI DV VHHQ LQ KLV HQFRXQWHUV ZLWK
Napoleon and WordsworWKDQGWKHWHFKQLTXHLVPLUURUHGLQVWDQ]D¶VDFFRXQWRIWKRVHZKR
FDQQRWµWLUH2IDXJKWEXWUHVW¶DQGSRVVHVVµDILUH$QGPRWLRQRIWKHVRXOZKLFKZLOOQRW
GZHOO  ,Q LWV RZQ QDUURZ EHLQJ¶ ,,,  +RZHYHU UDWKHU WKDQ RIIHULQJ PHUHO\ D VHOI-
reflexive celebration of Byronic mobility, these run-on lines, in their air of obligation and 
PRPHQWDU\IOLFNHURIIUXVWUDWLRQZLWKWKHVRXO¶VVWXEERUQUHIXVDOWRµGZHOO¶LQVWHDGFRPHWR
UHYHDO %\URQ¶V DPELYDOHQFH WRZDUGV KLV RZQ H[LVWHQWLDO ZDQGHULQJV 6ZLUOing dizzyingly 
DURXQGµWKHDUHQDRIVHOI-FRQVFLRXVQHVV¶48 the quest of &KLOGH+DUROG¶V3LOJULPDJH funnels 
the poet back and forth, this way and that, initially away from but always back towards the 
self he wishes to transcend. Yet this does not represent defeat. The trajectory of Canto III is 
DSWO\ UHIOHFWHG LQ%\URQ¶V H[FODPDWLRQ IURP&DQWR ,9 µ%XWP\ VRXOZDQGHUV , GHPDQG LW
EDFN  7R PHGLWDWH DPRQJVW GHFD\ DQG VWDQG  $ UXLQ DPLGVW UXLQV¶ ,9  ,W LV E\ WKH
SRHW¶VRZQGHVLJQWKDWWKHSRHPLPSHGHVhis affected march beyond that which is Byronic, 
DQG%\URQHVFKHZVQLKLOLVPLQSUHVHQWLQJKLVGLVFRYHU\WKDWµWKHUHZRRVQRKRPHQRUKRSH
QRUOLIHVDYHZKDWLVKHUH¶,9+DYLQJSURSRVHGDSDLURISRWHQWLDOGRXEOHVWKDWRQO\
ever remain half-formed, &KLOGH+DUROG¶V3LOJULPDJH III instead affirms the sovereignty of 
WKHVHOIWKDWHQGXUHVWKURXJKDOORI%\URQ¶VWUDYDLOVOLNHWKHEURNHQKHDUWµOLYLQJLQVKDWWHUHG
JXLVH¶ ,,,  ,Q WKH DFW RI VZHUYLQJ DZD\ IURP SRWHQWLDO GRXEOHV LPDJLQDWLYH PRELOLty, 
formal ingenuity and intellectual independence become the hallmarks of a distinctly Byronic 
poetic self. 
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